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ABSTRACT 

Assessment of senior officials^ according to this 
report^ is designed to improve performance in terms of systems 
objectives, Asjsessment is defined as the measurement of the distance 
between performance desired and performance achieved. The author 
suggests that in developing an evaluative system the school system 
should first spend a lot of time, money, and effort in choosing 
administrators. In addition, he recommends development of a system 
for a nonthreatenin g cooperative assessment of administrator 
performance. The system recommended by the author is essentially a 
management-by-objectives approach. The author contends that an 
assessment program should ensure that expectations held for a 
system's educational program by trustees and administrative officers 
be congruent, (Page 1 may reproduce poorly,) (JF) 
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\Vt\±le 1 vas preparing these remarks, I caite to the conclusion that I 
am a greater fool than I had previously thought, l^o in his rip.ht mind would 
snf»gr?st to an audience of administrators a plan whereby they might lose their 
own jobs? My only hope, I guess. Is to couch these remarks in such abstract, 
convoluted, theoretical terms that no one. could understand anything- Althoug;i 
fjuch Is not my intent, I'll probably be accused of it anyv^ay. 

IJe're talkin:^. about assesstrent today* What do we mean by the term? 
For this discussion, I take assessment to mean the measurement of the 
distance between performance desired and perfonrance achieved. Put simply, 
this ineans, did you do vrhat you said you were gclnf: to do* 

My first Inclination In thinking about this was to say that since the 
senior officials are responsible for everythint? that goes on In the school 
system we should assess them according to school system criteria. Tfiat is 
wf could take certain m.casurcs such as s::udent progress on standardized 
tests, retention rates, teacher turnover and the like as measures of 
administrative performance. There is a place for this kind of thing as I 
C30 shall mention in a few minutes, but I am convinced that a fair appraisal 
of administrative performance must be made on a different basis. Not only 
are our instruments not precise enough at the present time, but such an 
^ approach in my view is contrary to the nature of responsibility. In a rational 
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sense^ or.e caa cwly be evaluated on what he hcs s^'^nc control over> and, 
where.ns an official r.ny ha re5;pGnsihle in a ^'jCneral sense for tho whole 
school rrograa, one could not h.old hin accountable very well for lack of 
proj;re-;s or prohlens for which he is not expected to take action or which 
are the result of outside factors such as lack of resources or general 
social conditlpns. 

^'Jhat happens when essentially unfair criteria are used for assessment 
such as teacher attitudes toward the system, is that global evaluations are 
TTzade which do not: p.enulnaly reflect the achievements or lack of achievements 
of the systeir. in terras of system objectives. 

Having: rejected purs rationality as an approach to administrative 
v.ss ssment, T wish not to make four points which I think are important In 
the development of an evaluation system. 

1. Spend a lot of titne» Tnoney and <^ffort in choosing the proper men 
(women) in the first place . 

The typical pattern "^or selection nf .senior officials in Ontario 
school systems is to place an advertisement in the Glohe and Mall , wait for 
replies, interview some or fill of the respondents to the ad, choose ti.e 
individual who does best -.a the interview or whose background is best known 
personally to the interviewers, I su^^gest that more attention needs to be 
paid to approaching potential candidates directly, describing the job and 
qualifications for it, designing appropriate application forms, obtaining 
leferences and outside judgments and st:ructurinj> the visit of the candidate 
tc the system. In short, assessment bc^f^ins with selection, 

2 . Develop and adopt a system for non-threatening cooperative 
assessment of the pe rformance of Individuals , 

A. In the case of the Chief Executive Officer, I think that the 
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inc'ividurxl should sit dovn with the. trustees at the hcp.lnninf? of a specified 
period of time and ar.rce on a series of concrete objectives which the CEO 
will attonpt to achirve* At the. end of the specified period^ the official 
and the trustees .will look at the ohjectives, hear reoorts on achievement, 
and discu'ss areas where objectives could not be met. In a sense, this Is 
a procep^s of refinlnf^ the job description. 

What types of items make appropriate obiectlves? We cannot 
offer a definitive answer except to say that they should be Iteins over 
which the CEO would have control, and they should be stated in measurable 
terras. For example, the CEO might commit himself to planning and initiating 
an in-servlcc training program which will Identify and train potential principals 
vjithin the system. He would agree at the beglmdng to be accountable for 
this and would be directly responsible for it. 

Although it is often difficult to m^et objectives within a set 
period of a year, I believe that at least once a year the official and 
the trustees should sit do^m in private session for purposes of assessment, 
for the adoption of nevr or revised objectives and for agreement on the 
general job boundaries of the role of Chief Executive Officer, 

B* The same procedure could be used for senior officials, 
except that trustees would not be directly Involved, The Chief Executive 
Officer should agree v/lth each of the senior officials on specific objectives 
related to the individual's responsibilities. These should be written down. 
At the endl^ of the specified period, reportfs would indicate the degree to 
which the objectives hud been met, or, in a sense, the dep,ree to which the 
agreed on job had been done. 

C. The results of these sessions should not be either praise 
or censure of individuals but a sense of the degree of progress and improvement 

O 
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In the educational work of the system. Failure to meet an objective, 
for exnrple, may be the result of factors outside the control of the 
official involved. On the other hand» identification of these factors 
permits nore realif^tic objectives to be set. 

3, Work on wav!? of evaluating the total school program and relating 
this- evaluation to adninlstratlve perf ormance « 

We know we are s^olng to see more and more movement tovard the 
adoption of program budgettlng systems and related evaluation mechanisms 
for the allocation of resources. It seems to me that the administrative 
team (Chief Executive Officer amd Senior Officials) could examine Its own 
performance with the aid of some systems techniques. This Is similar to 
the suggestion In ^Recommendation Two except that It Involves the administrative 
team as a whole. Here Is where performance tests related to educational 
achievement and to administrative responsibility could be used* Given 
that objectives have been developed, the administrative team could examine 
retention rates, turnover, test scores and surveys of student attitudes, 
teacher attitudes, and public attitudes in relation to its objectives. 

4. Provide for changes in the function of personnel (or even 
personnel changes) related to the assessment process . 

A. It seems essential to me that there be a degree of congruence 
between the performance of the Chief Executive Officer and attitudes of the 
Board of Education. The function of the assessment methods we have described 
here is to maximize the cooperative potential between the way the CEO does 
his Job and the expectations held for the educational program by the trustees. 
If the assessment procedure indicates that such conj^ruence does not or cannot 
exist, then some action tf^ust be taken. It is part of my general model for 
school hoard governance that in the case of extreme aid continued shortfall 
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between perforrnance %nc' expectations^ It Is for the Chief Executive Officer 
to either chnnr;e his hciiavior or neve to another position. This Is because 
in our present systcn it is the trustees who hold the ultimate rcsnonsibility . 

I say this realizing that in Ontario the official holds some 
direct responsibility to the Ministry of Education. Although this assures 
scrna measure of protection for the CEO, it also creates a serious dileimr^a 
foth for ^yim and for th<i trustees. The result has been long tenure in many 
cases where short tenure would be beneficial both for the officials and 
for the trustees, and probably for the school program itself. 

B. For other senior officials, the same general principle holds, 
althoup.h senior officials are directly responsible to the CEO rather than 

to the Board. The same dilemma, though, exists related to the Ministry of 
Education. In general, it seems to me, the behavior of senior officials 
should be looked at in relation to his performance within the administrative 
team. If his performance, according to the mechanism suggested earlier, 
contributes to the achievements of the administrative team as a whole, then 
tiie emphasis ahould be on continued Improvement in both an individual sense 
and a team sense. If the individual as a result of cooperative efforts still 
cannot function effectively, then a chan^^e sHould be considered, not necessarily 
in terms of firing, which seems an impossibility except in extreme cases, 
but in terms of shifting functions and resnonslbilities. 

C. Throughout this discussion, I've tried to emphasize the 
point that assessment of senior officials is for the purpose of improving 
performance in terms of system objectives. Even as wc reject the Idea these 
days of student failure, so we can reject the Idea of administrative failure 
except in extreme cases. What we suggest Instead is the Idea of examining 
what we do with the administrative talent within the system In terms of 
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achievinj; mxir^um effectiveness. A villinnness to be honest in self- 
appraisal and coura<>eous in effectinc beneficial changes of function is 
essential. 
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